Abstract
Introduction:
This study investigates into the debated inter-relationships among globalization, political regimes, corruption, human development and social progress in a simultaneous model framework. It recognizes that a school of scholars holds that globalization and democracy uphold each other and they jointly hold back corruption, endorse human development and finally promote social progress. Globalization also positively responds to democratic practices, human development and strong social capital. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that the opponent school of scholars relate globalization to limiting the scope of democracy, promoting corruption, misaligning human and nonhuman capital with globalization sponsored development and consequently thwarting social progress. In what follows, an attempt has been made to put together the views and most important empirical findings of various scholars and drawing upon the same build as well as estimate a simultaneous equation model that may reveal the structural relationships among the said variables.
A Literature Survey on Relationships among Globalization with other Socio-economic Variables
In this section we put together the views and empirical findings of various scholars on the relationship between globalization, political regime, human capital, social capital and social progress as visualized by Stiglitz et al. (2009) and Social Progress Imperative. Human capital is summarily measured by the human development index and corruption perception index has been used as a prototype measure of social capital.
Relationship between Globalization and Political Regime
Numerous studies have been carried out to investigate into the relationship between regime type (democracy to authoritarian) and globalization with the causal arrow indicating towards either direction. A good number of studies investigate into the relationship between regime type and development (Przeworski and Limongi, 1993 ) that cluster around the Lee thesis and in view of globalization being considered as a means to development have a discernible bearing on the relationship between regime type and globalization. Among such studies, Huntington and Jorge (1975) , Marsh (1979) , Weede (1983) , Landau (1986) , Kohli (1986) and Helliwell (1992) provide empirical evidences that indicate negative to inconsequential impact of democracy (or positive to insignificant impact of authoritarianism) on development. On the contrary, Dick (1974) , Kormendi and Meguire (1985) , Pourgerami (1988) , Scully (1988; 1992) , Barro (1989) , Pourgerami (1991) , Remmer (1990) , Leblang (1997) , Halperin et al. (2005) and Knutsen (2008a; 2008b; 2010) provide empirical evidences of a favourable impact of democracy (or unfavourable impact of authoritarianism) on development. A number of studies assert that there is no direct relationship between regime type and development. There are intermediate factors such as the (already) attained development level (Przeworski, 1966; Adelman and Morris, 1967) , type (whether bureaucratic or traditional) of authoritarian regime (Sloan and Tedin, 1987) , attributes and inclination of the authoritarian ruler (Barro, 1997) , regional factors with the historical, institutional, cultural and geographic specificities that vary over the continents (Grier and Tullock, 1989) , degree of entrenchment of the political elite class and political competition that they face (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006a) , etc that modify the relationship between regime type and development and, therefore, one cannot relate them unconditionally. A number of empirical studies establish connection between the regime type and the factors determining development. Boix (2003) and Knutsen (2007) found a positive impact of democracy on rule of law and consequentially the protection of property rights. Knutsen (2008b) and Hegre and Fjelde (2008) found that democratic governments perform better on control of corruption. Rodrik (1998) found that democracy helps increase real wages of workers leading to increase in consumption, which may have efficiencypromoting effects leading to development (Myrdal ,1972: p. 54) . Sen (1999) stresses on freedom and social progress, rather than economic development, and favours democracy for that reason.
A number of studies assess the impact of trade and development on the regime type (especially democratization). Schumpeter (1950) , Lipset (1959) and Hayek (1960) hold that free trade and capital flows foster demands for democracy via (and also in favour of) enhancement of the efficiency of resource allocation and consequent economic development. Eichengreen and Lebang (2006) find a bi-directional causality that mutually reinforce democracy and globalization. Kollias and Paleologou (2016) find a positive impact of globalization on democracy, although it is not true for the countries of all income groups. Globalization hardly promotes democracy in poor economies. Acemoglu and Robinson (2006b) shows that key democratizing forces associated with trade openness depend on country's relative factor endowment. Rudra (2005) observes that economic globalization leads to improvements in democracy only if safety nets are used simultaneously as a strategy for providing stability and building political support. Milner and Mukherjee (2009) find that democracy fosters trade and capital account liberalization, but not all the aspects of globalization. Li and Reuveny (2003) find that different constituents of globalization affect democracy in different manner not conformal to each other. Haffoudhi and Bellakhal (2016) find that the efforts of globalization in poor countries suffering from famines, chronic under-nutrition, poor state of human development, low efficiency and poor state of resource allocation would not promote democracy.
There are a number of studies that point out undesirable effects of globalization on the political sphere of less developed countries. Schwartzman (1998) observes that globalization and democracy reinforce each other to facilitate the fulfilment of the interest of the dominant world economic system. Sobhan (2003) observes that the countries with weak democratic institutions and undiversified or externally dependent economies are often exploited. Turyahikayo (2014) observes that globalization has been used as a tool by the established democracies/economies for exploitation of cheap labour and dumping the industrial waste in poor countries. Steiner (2015) observes that globalization may have a negative effect on public participation in the political domain. Stein (2016) opines that a sovereign state system, democratic governments, and an integrated global marketplace cannot coexist. It is most likely therefore that globalization will affect the sovereignty of less developed countries adversely.
Relationship between Globalization and Non-Material Capital
Scholars are divided on the relationship of globalization with human development. Sirageldin (2002) recognises the complex character of human development which is an outcome of the historical process of symbolic cultural evolution. Globalization with fits and starts that moves with the oscillatory forces of the international economy cannot uphold human development. Globalization has affected the education sector to turn against the poor. The Human Development Report 1999 tooke note of the adverse consequences of unregulated globalization on human development and recommended stronger global governance (Naqvi, 2002) . Rabbanee et al. (2010) observe that while globalisation has often gone along with privatization and reduction of government help to the poor, it affects human development adversely. Diametrically opposite to this, Sapkota (2011) studies a large number of countries and finds that all components of globalization (economic, social and political) have positive and statistically significant effect on human development. Huynen et al. (2005) analyse various pathways in which globalization may affect public health (an important ingredient of human development) and highlights the need to regulate the impacts of globalization so that they do not go against public health. Globalization idealizes and romanticizes "the private", while the bureau-professional regime of public welfare provision is consistently and unthinkingly demonised (Ball, 2005) . Yang (2006) points out that the privatization "movement has profound implications, from primary schools to universities. Its impact is particularly damaging to education in countries with a substantial population of poor people. ... Tragic stories often make headlines in the press regarding the despair of working parents that they can never afford to pay their child's education fees." In China, India and many other less developed countries where a rapid transition is undergoing from free education to a fee-based system, it takes a heavy toll on poor families, of whom many see education as their only way out of poverty. As Lake and Baum (2001) point out, democracy is often instrumental in looking into the interest of the weaker section through public provisioning. Globalization may affect government aided public provisioning and affect social welfare, especially of the deprived class, adversely.
There are many research studies that observe the impact of globalization on human development conditional or partial. Sabi (2007) finds that impact of globalization on human development is not appreciable in developing countries at low or low-middle income groups. Globalization may be important for human development only after certain level of income growth. Figueroa (2014) finds that in Central and South American countries overall globalization as well as social and political components of it has positive effect, but economic globalization has a negative effect on human development. Asongu (2012) studies African countries and finds that while trade globalization improves human development, financial globalization has the opposite effect. Lee and Vivarelli (2006) hold that levels of economic and human development are crucially important to determine the direction and the scope to globalization forces. Bottlenecks in the supply of educated and skilled labour and in public and private investments may condemn a country to marginalisation, exploitation and high levels of domestic unemployment and income inequality.
Along with the human capital, the social capital is crucially important for development. Social capital (Durkheim, 1997) is made up of "goodwill, fellowship, mutual sympathy and social intercourse among a group of individuals and families who make up a social unit … potentiality sufficient to the substantial improvement of living conditions in the whole community." (Hanifan, 1916; pp. 130-131) . Social capital not only generates internal economies, it also attracts material capital from abroad and helps in globalization. In this study we use 'corruption' as a prototype to represent social capital. It is well acknowledged that corruption and malpractices erode away social capital and discourage inflow of foreign capital while a strong legal framework to check corruption enhances the inflow of foreign capital (Bayer and Alakbarov, 2016) . Knutsen (2008b) and Hegre and Fjelde (2008) found that democratic governments perform better on control of corruption. This control may support globalization. Lalountas et al. (2011) observe that globalization is a powerful weapon against corruption only for middle and high income countries, while for low income countries globalization has no significant impact on corruption. Das and DiRienzo (2009) find a nonlinear relationship between globalization and corruption. The effect of globalization on corruption is dependent on the level of globalization. The highest corruption levels are realized at moderate or transitioning levels of globalization.
Globalization has brought government officials and international businesses and trade agents into a close relationship and consequentially increased the opportunities for rent-seeking. Eisner (1995) , Gould (1991) and Jreisat (1997) argue, therefore, that globalization has increased the opportunity of the use of official position for personal gain. Globalization has also made the detection of corrupt practices more difficult (Leiken, 1997; Elliott, 1997) . Ewoh et al. (2013) find that while globalization of assets and capital markets has promoted corruption worldwide, it affects developing nations negatively more than it impacts advanced countries. Ades and Di Tella (1997; 1999) , Brunetti and Weder (1998), Treisman (2000) and Herzfeld and Weiss (2003) find that globalization leads to reduction in corruption mainly due to openness. Badinger and Nin (2014) find that globalisation (trade and financial openness) has a negative effect on corruption, which is more pronounced in developing countries, while inequalities increase corruption. Golden (2002) found that in Italy globalization led to decrease in corruption levels.
Relationship between Globalization and Social Progress
Globalization necessarily favours a market-based economy because it means economic integration of economies through markets. Economic liberalism is its guiding spirit and it is assumed that unrestricted self-interest would bring about the best material results. However, as Keynes (1926) observed long back, it is not a correct deduction from the Principles of Economics that enlightened self-interest always operates in the public interest. Nor is it true that self-interest generally is enlightened. Unrestricted self-interest can be operational only if the society has developed and internalized a strong sense of social obligation because morality of the minimum order is necessary for the functioning of the market system. Further, it requires a mixed-economy framework because market capitalism has never been the basis of political economy in any country, at any time (Hirsch, 1977: p. 190; Naqvi, 2002) . Singer (1950) argues that structural differences between developed and developing economies interacting with each other on market principles may introduce a systemic bias in which trans-border trade and investment hinder the growth-promoting process of structural transformation in the developing economy. Streeten (1998) shows how globalization has posed a threat to developing countries by arousing several kinds of social tensions leading to impoverishment, inequalities, work insecurity, a weakening of institutions and socialsupport systems and an erosion of established identities and values (Naqvi, 2002) . As Stiglitz et al. (2009) have pointed out globalization (in the way it has proceeded) has contributed to the weakening of a sense of community. Moreover, globalization is a market-based concept. The correspondence between market-based concepts and non-market based concepts is not yet well established, but it is important to understand more fully the links between various measures of market and non-market activities and of leisure and the quality-of-life metrics such as the social progress index. Empirically, it has been found that the social progress index responds positively to globalization index (Mishra, 2017) .
From the literature cited above, it is understandable that there is no direct relationship among globalization, political regimes, corruption, human development and social progress; they are related with each other through a complex network of institutions, historical precedents, resource endowments, socio-economic class structure and a host of other country-specific attributes. However, when such relationships are investigated for a large number of countries together, the country-specific attributes may be cancelled out to a large extents and some clear pattern might be discernible. The present investigation begins with such an optimistic presupposition.
A Simultaneous Equation Model of Globalization, Non-material Capital, Regime Type and Social Progress
In the light of the literature cited above as well as the reasoning that guides an empirical research in economics, the present study hypothesizes a bi-directional causal relationship between the two sets of variables; the first set incorporating the measures of (economic, social and political) globalization and the second set consisting of the measures of democracy (political regime type) and the measures of non-material capital (human development as a measure of human capital and corruption perception as a measure of social capital). Additionally, the measures of globalization and the measures of non-material capital are directly or indirectly influenced by the economic prosperity of a country (summarily measured by per capita income). Finally, it is visualized that social progress (which is a more comprehensive or wider concept encompassing economic development and welfare and is summarily measures by the social progress index) is influenced by globalization (especially the trans-border flow of goods, services and information), non-material capital, political regime type as well as economic development (represented by per capita income). Alternatively, economic development (as measured by per capita income) could be substituted for social progress but in our considered opinion the latter is the output of the former (if moving on the right track) and, therefore, it is a preferred choice. The model does not include other variables (such as physical and financial capital) explicitly since it assumes that per capita income and the level of human development incorporate them indirectly. Similarly, institutions are indirectly represented by political regime and corruption perception index.
The model is schematically presented below. It is a system of eleven structural equations of which the first ten make three stimulator and/or moderator blocks while the last one (the eleventh equation) makes the fourth or final impact or response block. The first three blocks formulate how the different aspects of globalization are self-concordant and how they are influenced by nonmaterial capital (human and social capital), political organization and economic performance (per capita income) of a nation. Per capita income is a stimulant to globalization. Globalization and the measures in the third block (non-material capital and political regime) are mediator or moderators. They conceptualize how different aspects of globalization influence as well as are influenced by nonmaterial capital and political organization. The fourth block formulates how globalization, nonmaterial (human and social) capital, political regime and economic development influence the overall social welfare or social progress of a nation.
The eleven structural equations of the model are presented below. Functional form-wise, it is visualized that the relationships among the variables are linear in logarithm or log = log + ∑ log , where is a response variable, is a stimulus, predictor or explanatory variable, In a simultaneous equation framework, it is customary to classify the variables as (1) endogenous and (2) exogenous (or pre-determined). The endogenous variables are those that have been a response variable anywhere in the model while the exogenous variables are those that have not been endogenous (response variable) anywhere in the model. In a dynamic framework, the endogenous variables are of two types (i) current endogenous and (ii) lagged (prior in time) endogenous. In the context of a particular equation, the lagged endogenous variables are called predetermined variables and are treated similar to exogenous variables. 
Data or the Measures Used in this Study
In this study we have drawn 116 countries from all the continents including Africa (38 countries), the Americas (23 countries), Asia (26 countries), Europe (26 countries) and Oceania (3). These countries together represent all types of political regime (full democracy to authoritarian), all levels of globalization (very low, to very high) and all levels of economic development, social progress, human capital and social capital. The data used by us are presented in the appendix (Table- A-1, Table- A-2, and Table-A-4).
In Table- Table-A-3 and Table- A-4 we present aspect-wise sub-indices as well as overall globalization indices for the two alternative (optimistic and pessimistic) scenarios explained below.
Measures of Different Aspects of Globalization with Two Scenarios
As it has been pointed out earlier, KOF(2017) visualizes three complementary aspects of globalization: economic, social and political. They construct indices to measure each of these aspects of globalization. They are sub-indices in the sense that merged together they provide the overall index of globalization. We have used those KOF sub-indices for the period 2006 -2014 (KOF, 2017 . However, the measure of overall globalization ()/10) is not that of KOF (Dreher, 2006; Dreher et al., 2008) . We have used the AEMC overall index (Mishra, 2016b) of globalization using the 'almost equimarginal contribution principle' that derives weights differently than KOF (which uses the principal component analysis for constructing the overall index of globalization). By the way, the KOF and AEMC indices of overall globalization are highly correlated (r=0.98). The AEMC index, which we would denote by G, is for 9 years (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) and 116 countries, i.e. ) 4, ; 6 = 1,2, … ,116; 8 = 2006,2007, … ,2014. On the basis of our AEMC index of overall globalization, we have formed two scenarios, the one we call a pessimistic scenario and the other an optimistic scenario. It may be noted that for every G ij we have the associated sub-indices [E1 ij , E2 ij , S1 ij , S2 ij , S3 ij and P ij ]; j=2006 through 2014 and i=1,2,..., 116. We have constructed a scenario vector: We have these two scenario vectors of globalization as our endogenous variables (along with other endogenous variables) for estimation of our model. These scenarios influence and are also influenced by other variables such as the measures of democracy, human and social capital, the social progress, etc.
The Measures of Non-Material Capital
Socio-economic development is squarely based on availability of capital, which may be material (physical and financial) and non-material. Role of material capital in promoting development need not be overemphasized here. Yet, the role of non-material capital, which consists of human and social capital, must be outlined. Human capital is made of the health and the skill embodied in the people of a country. It is a determinant of labour productivity that not only helps socio-economic development but also facilitates globalization. A comprehensive measure of human capital is provided by the human development index which incorporates some basic measures of health and education of the people of a country. This measure is provided by. Similarly, a prototype measure of social capital is provided by the corruption perception index.
The Measures of Democracy
Political structure of a country that necessarily divides the political agents into two classes, the governor (ruler) and the governed (subject), may have in-built mechanism to respond to each other such that they function in coordination with each other in order to cater to the lofty ideals of a civilized society ensuring law and order, protection of life and property, rule of law, justice, freedom of different types given to the citizens including a scope to alter the governing agents or the administrative system according to some rules and some procedure of doing so, transparency, participation, enhancement of social capital, an environment for realization of potentialities of the society and so on. One may classify the political regimes on the basis of meeting these criteria. Fully democratic regimes provide opportunities to the subject to alter members of the government in pursuance to ensure that they are better fit to meet the ideals while autocratic or authoritarian regimes do not provide such scope. The Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) of the Economist Group has published the Democracy Index for 2006 onwards for several years, including 2016. The index is based on 60 indicators grouped in five different categories namely, Electoral process and pluralism (EPP), Functioning of government (FOG), Political participation (PPN), Political culture (PCL) and Civil liberties (CVL), and a linear aggregation of indicators under each category provides a sub-index of democracy in that category or aspect. Subsequently, these five sub-indices of different aspects of democracy are linearly aggregated to yield an overall index (DI or the Index of Democracy). On the basis of the overall score value of DI the political systems of different countries may be classified into full democracies, flawed democracies, hybrid regimes and authoritarian regimes. In the present study we have used the aspect-wise sub-indices for 2006 and the overall indices of democracy (DI) for 2006 and 2016.
The Measures of Economic Development and Social Progress
Per capita income is a standard measure of productivity and level of economic activities of a country as well as it represents the mean level of purchasing power of a representative individual agent. Higher per capita income is likely to support higher per capita consumption expenditure encouraging trade and globalization. Higher per capita income is also associated with higher domestic savings and investment. Yet, per capita income may not be a good measure of real social progress or social welfare. Social Progress Imperative, an international organization, has been constructing every year the social progress index for a large number of countries. The index measures the extent to which countries cover social and environmental needs of its citizenry. It is constructed by aggregating a large number of indicators covering three areas or dimensions -basic human needs, foundations of wellbeing and opportunities. This index is considered as an output of a right type of economic progress and does not incorporate the economic variables (such as income) into it. It can work very well as a measure complementing per capita income. In our model per capita income has been considered as an input variable while the social progress index has been considered as an output variable.
Methodological Aspects of Estimation of the Model
To estimate the parameters (of the structural equations) in our model we have used Two-Stage Least Squares (2-SLS) method. This method estimates the equations (of a simultaneous equation model) one by one -without a necessity of any sequence to be followed. At the first stage, all endogenous variables are subjected to Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) estimation procedure in which all exogenous variables are used as predictor or explanatory variables. Expected vectors of all endogenous variables are obtained. At the second stage, these expected vectors are used in place of their original vectors wherever any of them is a predictor. Thus, the predicted vectors of endogenous variables are used as their representatives or 'instruments'. Notably, the original endogenous variable is used as the response variable or 'regressand' in every equation. Since in O = − Q RST (where is the observed endogenous variable, O is expected value, RST is the residual obtained at the first stage) Q = 1, the 2-SLS is also called the Q-UVWXX XY6ZWY[\ for Q = 1. The 2-SLS is easy to apply and free from the undesirable effects of misspecification of other equations in the model. Since in this study little is known about correct specification of different equations in our model, we have used the 2-SLS method of estimation. It has an added advantage that it uses the instrumental variable method of estimation (Reiersøl, 1945) in a very natural manner.
However, it may be noted that the very procedure adopted by the 2-SLS -that at the second stage it uses the linear function of all exogenous variables together with some exogenous variables (explicitly) as predictors -renders it susceptible to collinearity. Collinearity among the predictor variables has deleterious effects on the standard errors of the estimated parameters. At times, the sign borne by an estimated coefficient may be wrong (Smith and Brainard, 1976) . To ameliorate the obnoxious effects of collinearity, we have used the Shapley value regression (Lipovetsky, 2006; Mishra, 2016a) at the second stage of the 2-SLS. Optimization has been done by the Differential Evolution method of global optimization (Storn and Price, 1997) .
Main Findings
In what follows, we present our main findings of estimation of our model for both alternative scenarios of globalization with the conventional as well as Shapley value based 2-SLS. As mentioned earlier, the use of Shapley value regression to estimate the parameters of our model is motivated by the presence of strong collinearity among the predictor variables that may not only render the coefficients estimated by conventional 2-SLS statistically insignificant, they also may bear incorrect sign. Our empirical findings presented in the next section corroborate to this concern.
It may also be a matter to interest to inquire the relative performance of Shapley-value based 2-SLS vis-à-vis the conventional 2-SLS in explaining different endogenous (response) variables. We have presented correlation matrices in appendix Table-A-7 (pessimistic globalization scenario) and Table- 
. A large value of \ `, b ) indicates that the correlation between the conventional 2-SLS predicted and Shapley value regression based 2-SLS predicted vectors (of the same endogenous variable) is large or, in other words, the conventional 2-SLS and Shapley value regression based 2-SLS are highly conformal. Throughout we find (Panel-3) that \ 44 = \ `, b ) is large for all endogenous variables. Further, \ 4 , ` and \ 4 , b are very close to each other for all endogenous variables, although the latter is somewhat smaller than the former. This is the cost that we must pay to circumvent the deleterious effects of collinearity. These results confirm that Shapley value regression based 2-SLS will not mislead us.
Estimated Structural Equations for the Pessimistic Scenario of Globalization
The reduced form coefficients for the pessimistic scenario of globalization are presented in appendix Table- We observe that in explaining E1 (Actual economic flows such as trans-border trade, direct investment and portfolio investment) most of the predictor variables bear statistically insignificant coefficients. The coefficients that are not statistically different from zero even at 10% level of significance have been underlined. Only HD06 (human development index) has the coefficient significantly different from zero at 10% significance. Relaxation of restrictions on trans-border trade as well as capital movement by means of taxation, tariff, etc (E2) has a negative coefficient (significant at 5%) associated with S2 (flow of information) which is not expected. Similarly, effects of trans-border trade, flow of finance etc (E1) and functioning of the government (FOG) affect S1 (trans-border personal contacts) adversely, which is contrary to expectation. Flow of information (S2) is adversely affected by relaxation of restrictions on trans-border trade and capital movement (E2), cultural proximity (S3) is adversely affected by political culture (PCL), political aspect of globalization (P) is adversely influenced by trans-border flow of goods, services and capital (E1) and so on which are contrary to expectation. In short, the conventional 2-SLS gives the results that are unexpected or contrary to expectation.
However, the structural coefficients associated with all predictor variables estimated by the Shapley value based 2-SLS (presented below) are positive as expected and except for a few (viz. FOG in predicting S1 and PPN in predicting S2) all others are significant at 5% or less (1% or even 0.1%). None of the coefficients is statistically insignificant (beyond 10% level of significance). It may be noted that for the coefficients (estimated structural parameters) of the Shapley value regression, there is no straightforward method to obtain standard error of estimate and, therefore, Student's t values, too, which may be used for testing the maintained hypothesis. Hence, in this study, the standard error of estimates (row 2 for every equation) for the estimated structural parameters obtained by Shapley value regression have been worked out by jackknife resampling and the associated t values (row 3 for every equation) are based on those standard error of estimates. 
Structural Equation Coefficients based on Shapley Value Regression based 2-SLS

Estimated Structural Equations for the Optimistic Scenario of Globalization
The reduced form coefficients for the optimistic scenario of globalization are presented in appendix Table- The highlights of the findings based on the structural coefficients estimated by the conventional 2-SLS are: (i) political culture (PCL) affects E1 (trans-border trade and flow of capital) adversely; (ii) flow of information (s2) affects relaxation of restriction on flow of trans-border trade, capital, etc adversely; (iii) functioning of the government (FOG) affects trans-border personal contacts (S1) adversely; (iv) political culture (PCL) affects cultural proximity (S3) adversely; (v) transborder flow of information (S2) affects democracy adversely (DI) and (vi) trans-border flow of information (S2) and cultural proximity (S3) affect corruption perception (CP) adversely. These findings are contrary to our expectation and hence misguiding.
However, as in the case of the pessimistic scenario noted earlier, the structural coefficients associated with all predictor variables estimated by the Shapley value based 2-SLS (presented below) are positive as expected and except one (EPP in predicting E2) all others are statistically significant at 5% (or less) level of significance. None of the structural coefficients is statistically insignificant (beyond 10% level of significance). As mentioned before, the standard error of estimates for the estimated structural parameters obtained by Shapley value regression have been worked out by jackknife resampling and the associated t values are based on the standard error of estimates. 
Structural Equation Coefficients based on Shapley Value Regression based 2-SLS
A Summary of the Findings on the Estimated Structural Coefficients of the Model
To summarize, we find that the structural coefficients of the model (for both the scenarios) are poorly estimated by the conventional 2-SLS owing to the collinearity among the predictor variable. Once we treat the collinearity problem by using the Shapley value regression (at the second stage of 2-SLS) we obtain much better and unambiguous results. On the ground of the findings (based on the Shapley value regression based estimation) we note that FOG in predicting S1 and PPN in predicting S2 are weak in the pessimistic scenario while EPP in predicting E2 is weak in the optimistic scenario, although their coefficients are positive (but significant only at 10%) . All the three are sub-indices of democracy. However, other two sub-indicators of democracy (viz. political culture, PCL and civil liberties, CVL) unwaveringly affect the measures of globalization in a positive and statistically significant manner. On the other side, globalization affects democracy, social capital, human capital and social progress positively and in a statistically significant manner.
The Sum of Elasticities
The structural equations in our model are all log-linear (or = ∏ d e in the natural form) and, therefore, may be interpreted as the elasticity of with respect to . The sum total of elasticities (X = ∑ W ) determines the degree of homogeneity of a function. If every is multiplies by a constant (say, f) then will be multiplies by f T . In the Table-1 below we have presented the sum of elasticities for different endogenous variables under the alternative procedures of estimation. The sum of elasticities for E1, E2, S2, P, HD15, GI10 and SP16 are all below unity. A 10% increase (f = 1.1) in the present values of their predictors would give rise to less than 10% (or f T ; 0 < X < 1) increase in the quantity of those endogenous (response) variables. The elasticity in case of P and GI are only slightly more than 0.5. However, the value of X for S3, DI and CP is greater unity and, therefore, 10% increase in the present values of their predictors would give rise to greater than 10% (or f T ; X > 1) increase in the quantity of those endogenous (response) variables. It suggests that CP is elastic and S3 is hyper-elastic (X > 5). As to S1 the conventional 2-SLS and Shapley value based 2-SLS give quite different results. However, in view of better performance of the latter, we tend to conclude that S1 is elastic (since X for both the scenarios are greater than unity. These results clearly suggest that even if the pace of globalization would be tapering off over time, its impacts on trans-border personal connections (S1), acculturation or cultural proximity, democratization (DI) and social capital (corruption perception, CP) will continue increasing with acceleration. It may suggest that globalization will have more impact on socio-cultural and political spheres than economic sphere. 
Concluding Remarks
We began with the vexed and much debated relationships among globalization, political regime type, human capital, social capital (especially corruption) and social progress. Among the researchers, there are the protagonists of globalization who believe that globalization will help democracy, building up of human and social capital and promote social progress. There are antagonists of globalization who believe the just opposite. It may often be so that the train of thought depends on how one argues and what one believes. Man is not a rational animal but a rationalising animal. He can think up a reason for anything he wants to believe. There are empirical evidences in favour of both the camps. Nevertheless, empirical evidences are based on data and the methods used to process them for drawing conclusions. Therefore, accuracy of data is as important as the correct choice of methods. In matters of the secondary data (especially the country level data for a large number of countries) a researcher does not have much choice (even though one knows that such data are collected with differently accountable systems). But, the choice of analytical methods is well within the reach of a researcher.
We formulated a simultaneous equation model connecting globalization, political regime type, human capital, corruption, per capita income and the social progress index. The specification of our model depended partly on the literature review and partly on reasoning. As to the structural equations, we chose the endogenous variables to be connected to the predictor variables in a loglinear form. We estimated the model by the conventional 2-SLS method. We found that many among the estimated parameters in different equations (in the pessimistic as well as the optimistic scenario) are either insignificant or bear the sign opposite to what reasoning may be able to uphold. They together suggested that globalization forces are non-conformal among themselves as well as they are unexpectedly correlated with other variables.
We suspected that such unexpected results obtained from the conventional 2-SLS have been due to collinearity among the predictor variables in almost all structural equations. Hence, at the second stage of the 2-SLS, we used the Shapley value regression to estimate the structural parameters. The results were spectacular. All the estimated structural parameters bore the expected sign. Additionally, only a few of them were significant at 10% or 5% while most of them were significant at 1% level of significance.
Our findings confirm that globalization measures are consistent and conformal among themselves. Globalization positively influences and is influenced by democracy, human development and social capital. Globalization reduces corrupt practices and integrity promotes globalization. Finally, democracy, social capital (integrity) human development and globalization affect social progress positively. We have also found that trans-border personal connection (S1), cultural proximity (S3) democracy (DI) and social capital (CP) are elastic (with the degree of homogeneity larger than unity) with respect to their predictors. . Note: = Observed response variable; O = Expected response variable (C-2-SLS); k = Expected response variable (SV-2-SLS)
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